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DISCOURSE 
AGAINST / © 4.4 
Tranſubſtantiation, &c. 


Pro, Y firſt Argument is drawn from the 
veracity and faithfulneſs of God,from 
thence affirming, That the Bread and 

| Wine after the words of Conſecration 
are no God, but an Idol. Inorder to the proving of 
this, you muſt grant me two Propoſitions, | 

Papiſt. Let's hear your Propoſitions. 

Pro. I affirm, that God is true, juſt, faithful, keeps 
promiſe, and cannot lye ar contradict himſelf : this is 
the firſt propoſition. 

Papiſt. I it; it is impiety to ſay the contrary. 

Ph T2 ſecond Propoſition: is, That the Bread 
and Wine are no God before the words of Conſecra- 
tion, viz. That it is not that very Body and Blood of 
our Lord and Savior Jeſus Chriſt, which was born 
of the Virgin Mary, and ſuffered without the Gates of 
Jeruſalem. 

Papiſt. You ſay right. For if it was that before 
the words of Conſecration, there would be no need 
for the Prieſt to conſecrate ir, and make it that. Whax 
I pray do you infer from thence? 

Proe, I infer this, that the Bread and Wine before 
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Conſecration, are no God, nor any thing like a God, 
: Ea but another rhing than God. 
| * Pepift. I grant it, it is another thing and not God, 


Prot. Now you have deſtroyed your own Tenet, for 
by the granting theſe two Propoſitions, you have over- 
turned the Omnipotency of your Idol or breaden God. 

Papiſt. Which way I Pray you, with all your Wit? 

Prot. You have granted by the ſecond Propoſition, 
that the Bread and Wine were no God,before the words 
of Conſecration, but another thing than God. And 

| by the firſt Propolition, That God is true, juſt, faith- 

I ful, keeps promiſe, and cannot lye or contradi&t him- 

| ſelf, now the Lord himſelf has faid, JA. 42.8.1 am the 

Lord, that is my name, I will not give my glory to auother, 

mor my praiſe to Graven Images. You have granted the 

of | Bread and Wine to be another thing than God before 

Y the Words of Conſecration, and he fas promiſed, that 

he will not give his Glory to another, or any thing 

beſides himſelf, which he muſt do in the higheſt and 

largeſt ſenſe, if he makes any created Being, either 
himſelf, or, equal to himſelf, Whereby, againſt che - 

contents of the firſt Propoſition you _ God unjuſt- 

ly, with falſhood, lying, injuſtice,breach ot promiſe, and 

the greateſt contradiftion: which- is the higheſt of 1n- 

dignities you can put-upon the great Creator and Fa- 

bricator of all things ; and the greateſt impiery which 

can be ated on your part. 

Papiſt. Enough of your firſt Argument, what is the 
ſecond ? 

Proe. It ariſes from the Grammatical Conſtrution of 
the Words hoc eſt corpus meum. This is my body : it is this, 
That a Noun Subſtantive of the maſculine or . feminine - 
Gender, if not expreſt but underſtood (except only the 
word Thing) is never denoted by a neuter Article or Ad- 

zeive. In order to the proving of this, you muſt grant , 


me theſe two. Propoſitions. | 
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Papiſt. What are they, in the Name of the Hoſt ? 

Proe. My firſt Propoſition is this. That all Ad- 
xQives mult agree with their Subſtantives in Number, 
Caſe and Gender, whether expreſſed or underſtood , 
except in the word Thing. 

Papiſt. That is true, # it is 2 common and plain 
Grammatical Rule. 

Prot, My ſecond Propoſition is this, That where- 
ever a Neuter Article or AdjeCtive is found, without 
it's Subſtantive expreſt, except it be put ſubſtantively, 


it is always to be conſtrued, with a Neuter Subſtantive 


underſtood, or the word Thing, otherwiſe it will be 
pure Non-ſenſe. 
Pepiſt. This is true Grammar, or elſe I underſtand 
nothing of Greek or Latine ; but what is this to Divi- 
nity? 
Prot, You know the words which you uſe in Conſe. 
cration are in Greek Ter #1 7 5 ud pus. in Latin, boe 
eft corpus meum-; in Engliſh, This is my Body, Where 
if aps, Panir, Bread, be underſtood to be conſtrued 


. with [73, bec) it is pure Nonſence by the ſ.cond Propoſie 


tion, like > agrv5, hoc panis, a Maſculine and a Nemer 
rogether : and againſt a common and plain Grammar 
rule by the firſt Propoſition, which to maintain ſhews 
a deficiency in Scholarſhip, and firſt Radiments of 
Learning. | 
Papiſt. This is a Quidble, but proceed to your third 
Argument. . 
Proe. My third Argument is taken from the nature 
and definition of a Sacrament, which we will ferch 
from your own Popiſh Authors, not from Proteſtants. 
And becauſe we will not trouble the unlearned with - 
Belarmine, and other abſtruſe Doors of the Romy 
Church, not intelligible with the Vulgar, we willtake 
our Text.no higher than either the Doway Catechiſm ; 
Or, that late Abſtrat of it, Printed by Henry Hills - 
the Kings Printer. | Let 


p [4] 
| Papiſt. Let us hear this your mighty Argument, 

Pror. 'The firſt propoſition is this. "Tha the fign 
of a thing and the thing it ſelf, are two different 
things: Or, that the ſign of a thing and the thing 
ſignified, are no more the ſame, than the Type, ad 
the Antizype : Or the Sign of the Kings-bead in Holborn, 
and the Kings Head it ſelf ; which in the great ſfolem- 
nity of the Coronation at Weſtminſter, was adorned 
with the Royal Diadem. 

Papiſt. You are very much in the right, or elſe I 
am in the wrong. 

Prot, I grant both, and therefore we will pro- 
ceed. 

Papiit. What is the ſecond Propoſition ? 

Proz. It is this. That « Sacrament in general 5s a vifible 
ſign of an inviſible Grace inſtituted by Chriſt for our Sandts- 
fication. This is thedefinition of a Sacrament, as it is 
taken word for word out of the Deway Catechiſm, and 
other of your own approved Authors. 

Papiſt. Itis fo. For you have taken it word for 
word our of Henry Hills his Abſtratt of the faid Dewsy 
Catechiſm, very lately Printed, and given about the 
Streets of the City; and fo I ſhall not deny it, for I 
verily believe you have it in your Pocket to prove 
it, and ro diſprove me, if 1 ſhould gain fay it: 
But had it not been for that filly lirtle Book, 1 ſhould 
have put you to the proof of it. 

Proe. So you may yet if you pleaſe : - but then you 
ſhould ſee, that I would as calily prove this definition 
of a Sacrament out of Bellayun, and other Popiſh 
Authors, as now I do it out of the Doway Catechiſm. 

Pap. Hereticks can turn the beſt things to an ill uſe ; 
and like Spiders draw damnable Poyſons out of Anti- 
dotes : but let's hear how you will lay your Propoſitions 
together, 


Pre 


0996 Bu". 
re ogy un nn. 


[5] 


Prot. By the ſecond Propoſition you grant me Fhat. 

2 ohaR x is no more than a Via Gn and by © 
the firſt Propoſition, you grant that the ſign and the 
thing Ggnified cannot, be one and the ſame thing, bur 
two different things, From whence I infer, That if 
the Sacrament be but a ſign of Chriſt's Body offered 
up, apd broken for us; then it cannot be the thing, 
viz. Chriſts body it ſelf; bur difters as much from the 
Body of Chriſt, as the T'ype does fromthe Antirype , 
Or, a ſhadow from the Subſtance. And from hence 
ic appears, that whilſt you worſhip that for a God 
which is no God, you worſhip an Idol, and by that 
AR, become ldolaters. 5 

Pepift. This Argument ſeems to be cloſe and cun- 
ningly laid, and may do us much harm in time if not 
overthrown. But proceed to another Argument. 

Proe. My fourth and laſt Argument which I will 
uſe in'this place, is taken from the nature of a Body 
compared with a Place with relation to Time. 

Papiſt, Sure this muſt, be ſome wonderful diſcourſe. 

- Proz. Ile manage it as wonderfully,if I can. My firſt 
Propoſition is this. One and the ſame body,in one and 
the fame place, at one and the ſame time, cannet be rwo 
diſtin& bodies of equal magnitude and ſhape and both 
{mgly and together, be one and the ſame Body in the 
ſame place, and the ſame time. 

Papiſt. This is true. One and the fame Sow, in 
one and the ſame Place, at one and the ſame Time, 
cannot be two diltinft Sows of equal magnitude and 
ſhape, and both ſingly and together be jult equal to, 
and be the fame Sow, in the fame ſpace of Place, at 
the very fame time. I know no body can contend for 
x Thing fo unreaſonable, which our Senſcs alone are 
able to convince us of as manifeſtly falſe. 

Prot. I am glad you will grant ſomething. My fe- 
cond Propoſition is this That the Body of our Lord 
and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt,at his laſk Supper,when he held 
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' Papiſt. What whore do you Pan fro 2 
KL by the ſecond P - hace? 
- body of our Lord,which was born. of the Vegan Me 
did not ſubfiſt in the fame ſpace of Place, and in 
- fame time, which the' bread (after the wordgof Con 
ſecration) did And {ince by the firlt p tha | 
| body which does not take up the fame ſpace of P 
- ar rhe ſame time carmot be the ſame body z it fo 
1ws, that the ym (after the winds of yo by 


. was no more” that ba ery 
+ the Virgin Mary, than it was Nees 
a SD were ſpok poken : a 


' 14 *Pret,//No you do nat, ' Fot in i 
| firadt of the. Dug Carchift Pj «48 
« mn the Body eng, 5 Feſar bro 
| Men; whole Chriſt, under the bln and ew 
© Bread, the true aired prfenct his cvine od 
nature, and not fignificatively, only, : 48. Logan 
- ' bave it. © Which whether an any rr ome 
* us 1 leave rothe Rational Prodent M Man FN 
Lens From this' Argument, Chriſt mult have ha 
. £wo Bodies at one and the fame tine, each: of - 
- was whole Chriſt, of the farne magnitude, and 
| both bur oneand'the ſame Body: 7 Seto lad). 
- were alſo inrwo different places, dub i 
| bur one nes Pt a and at oy 
different rimes, which were alſo,but one | 


.rime. This is b pute dal Tack Non eo the 
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